2. Sociocultural Context

Between 1880 and 1940, Delaware’s rural population grew from
97,619 to 127,073, an increase of 23% (Table 62). Only between
1910 and 1920 did it decline in size, by 3%, despite a greater than
10% increase in the total population. At the beginning of the
period, in 1880, 17,849 of the state’s residents were employed in
agriculture. Almost 99% were older boys and men; more than 1,600
were boys aged 10 to 15 (9%), and more than 1,600 others were men
over the age of 60 (9%). Ninety-seven percent had been born in the
United States; the few immigrants came mostly from Ireland,
Scotland, and Wales. These agricultural workers were distributed
almost evenly between "Agricultural Laborers® and "“Farmers and
Planters." Over 1,400 of the men over 60 owned their own farms,
however, while only 242 of them labored on others’ farms.

At the beginning of this period, then, roughly one-half of
Delaware’s agricultural workers did not own their own farms. While
the inclusion of farm owners’ sons and other family members
inflates the figure, tenancy and employment as farm laborers was
obviously a central feature of the sociocultural context of
agriculture in the state. It remained so throughout the period.
Writing in 1933, Bausman provides us with the following summary
overview of the "economic and historic background of farm tenancy
in Delaware:"

At the present time farm labor in Delaware is predominantly
colored. The farmers are predominantly white. Until about
1900, the labor situation was quite satisfactory to the
Delaware farmers. Labor was so plentiful and cheap that
little thought was given to economy in its use. There
developed a class of farm owners who not only did little labor

themselves, but required that the hired labor render them many
personal services...

About 1900, farm conditions took a different turn. Farm
profits became unsatisfactory... Moreover, the labor
situation was becoming more and more unsatisfactory. Farm
labor was becoming more scarce, and the laborer was less
responsive to the farmer’s wishes. This was distinctly
annoying to many of the farm owners who had farmed during a
period of comparative ease, despite the low general price
level. As they had accumulated enough wealth so that they
could 1live from the rents of their farms, many of then
reasoned that it was unnecessary for them to contend with
these unsatisfactory farm conditions, consequently they rented
their farms to tenants and moved to town. This was a
satisfactory arrangement for the farm owner because there were
enough good tenants to meet the demand.
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this historic context,

Prior to 1920, conditions for the landlord continued to
improve. There was an abundance of good tenants... Many of
the landlords were content to depend, for the most part, on .
the incomes of their farms for a livelihood.

Inheritance had become the most important factor
influencing farm ownership. Many of the farms had come into
the possession of the third and fourth generations of the
family...

However, since the beginning of the present agricultural
depression in 1920 the landlord’s attitude toward farm
ownership has changed. There has become a distinct scarcity
of good tenants. This is due, in part, to the tenant’s
opportunity for alternative employment during the past several
years because of Delaware’s close proximity to eastern
industrial centers. The keeping of a good tenant has become
an acute problem for the landlord...

The prices of farm products have been declining and rents

are low. Because many landlords have 1little hope of
appreciable recovery in rents in the near future, they are
pricing land at rental values. This has made land values

attractive to the tenant.

On the other hand, some tenants reason that if they owned
the farms they could make them produce better returns than
they do under tenant operation... Some tenants, therefore,
will reason that if necessary they could afford to pay a price
which is a little above the rental value of the farms as now
operated. This is what the better tenants are doing...

Farm 1land, therefore, has become a less satisfactory
investment for the landlord. This attitude on the part of
the landlord has been hastened by the fact that many of them
have deferred making repairs to buildings in the hope that
either rents would improve or the expense of building repairs
would be reduced. These repairs now can be deferred no
longer, and many landlords are forced to make extensive
building repairs and even extension of buildings... Many
landlord families who are dependent on their farms for their
sole source of income have been forced to reduce their
standard of living (Bausman 1933: 165-166; see also Siders et
al. 1991: 48-63, 71-83, although their emphasis 1s on the
period before 1880).

While the attitudes Bausman described as prevailing among farm

owners and landlords, tenants, and laborers between 1880 and the
1930s cannot be confirmed by the research undertaken in preparing
other social and cultural aspects of farm

tenancy and ownership have been illuminated.
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In 1880, according to U. S. census figures, 60% of New Castle
County’s farms and 53% of Kent County’s farms were cultivated by
their owners (Table 63). Another 28% in New Castle and 41% in Kent
were rented for shares of the produce; the rest owners rented for
a fixed amount in cash. In both counties, most of the owner-
occupied farms contained between 50 and 500 acres. The
sharecropped farms in New Castle, however, were overwhelmingly in
the 100-500 acre category, while in Kent the cash rent tenant farms
were more evenly distributed in size, between 10 and 500 acres.

The published census reports offer little more information on
Delaware’s farmers and agricultural workers at the beginning of
this period. Garcia’s work with the 1880 Census of Population for
North and South Murderkill hundreds has, however, provided a
picture of the structure of their households, racial and national
backgrounds, and geographical distribution. Oonly 6% of the
hundreds’ farmers were African Americans or "mulattos;" these 30
individuals and their families did not 1live in a geographically
distinct community, but rather spread across the hundreds.
Although only 19 of Murderkill’s farmers described themselves as
retired (4%), the average age of the hundreds’ farmers was between
55 and 65. The retired farmers clustered in Camden; Felton, about
six miles to the south along the railroad, housed the hundred’s
youngest farming community, with most of the farmers’ aged between
30 and 40. Just over one-quarter of the farm households included
non-kin members; the average number of non-kin present was 1.68.
Finally, the census provides information on residents’ birthplace.
Almost 75% of North and South Murderkill’s farmers had been born
and raised in Delaware. Another 15% moved to Delaware from other
states, mostly Pennsylvania and Maryland. Few immigrated from
outside the country, primarily from Ireland and Canada (Garcia
i992).

A decade later, Delaware’s farm ownere and tenants remained
overwhelmingly native born. Only 4% had immigrated (in order from
most to least) from Ireland, England and Wales, Germany, Canada,
Scotland, France, Italy, and the Scandinavian countries. That 87%
of these immigrants were natives of Ireland, England, Wales, and
Germany meant little ethnic diversity continued to characterize
the state’s farming population. Neither were these immigrants
denied access to farm ownership; the proportions of immigrant tfarm
owners and tenants paralleled their representation in the farming
population (U. S. Bureau of the Census 1896: 590).

The published census reports for 1900 do not include
information on the national origin of Delaware’s farmers and farm
workers. They do, however, report on the tenure of New Castle and
Kent counties’ farms by European Americans and African Americans

(Table 64). 1In addition to "owners," "cash tenants," and "share
tenants," the categories employed in the 1880 census, in 1900 "part
owners," "owners and tenants," and "managers" are distinguished.

The proportion of owner-operated farms had declined in both
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counties, by 16% in New Castle County and by 14% in Kent County.
In Kent by 1900 more than one-half of the farms were operated by
share tenants, along with almost one-third of New Castle’s farms.
Cash tenancy retained some importance only in New Castle, where
one~-fifth of the farms were rented for fixed rates. More of Kent
County’s (11.7%) than of New Castle County’s (3.5%) farms were
owned or operated by African Americans, although the numbers were
negligible in both counties. However, more of New Castle County’s
African American farmers owned their own farms (49%, compared to
37.5% in Kent).

By 1910, 120 more farms existed in New Castle County, and 306
more had been formed in Kent. About one-half of the farms were
operated by their owners in both counties (Table 65). In New
Castle County, African Americans owned only 61, 5% of them.
African Americans owned twice this proportion of Kent County’s
farms. Immigrants also owned a larger proportion of the owner-
occupied farms in Kent (10%) than in New Castle (8.5%). Twice the
number of immigrants rented New Castle farms as rented farms in
Kent County, although the numbers were small in both cases. In
contrast, African americans rented more than five times the number
of farms in Kent County than they did in New Castle. In both
counties, nevertheless, the farm tenants were predominantly
European American. Sharecropping remained the primary tenant
arrangement; in Kent County, over three-gquarters of the tenanted
farms were rented under such an agreement. In New Castle, the
figure was just over one-half, and another one-third were rented
for a fixed rate. Fixed cash rentals continued to increase in
popularity in Delaware’s northern county.

A decade later, about one-half of New Castle’s and Kent’s
farms remained owner-operated (Table 66). Twenty-four African
Americans in New Castle County lost their farms during the 1910s,
so that by 1920 they owned only 4% of the county’s farms. Thirty-
six African Americans in Kent County lost their farms during the
same period; they retained ownership of only 7.7% of the county’s
farms by 1920. Foreign born farm owners retained about the same
proportion of the counties’ farms as in 1910, and very few rented
farms. African American tenants remained considerably more
numerous in Kent County than in New Castle, yet even in the
southern county they rented only 13% of the county’s tenant farms.
Sharecropping increasingly dominated tenancy arrangements in Kent
County, as over 86% of the tenant farms were rented under cropping
agreements. In New Castle, the proportion was under two-thirds,
and almost one-third were rented at a fixed cash rate.

Published data and reports yield a more complete sociocultural
portrait of New Castle and Kent counties’ agricultural communities
for the last decade of this study period than for any other. The
census reports detail many features of the farming population,

194



\

OSF'EL8 003'9¢1 080891 052 °"9LL'Y JrsaggoptrtUT - s3uppjnq put poE| JO enBA
e's A £egUel 188241 i rsaxu ceeeescegmugy gy puv) paaocidury
FA1 284 ¢6l’s 611781 1’1 TUUsaoeT seeemes Tt stuiv uf puvy
i3 el oI 181 (006 U} FULADf fu 2aquny
e a1 0t 21 R e e J0 dequUImE
AILVEICO SRUVI
£e 081 11 J SRS 23quwou 1810 put o1day
134 144 6L Sty a niog-adieiog
, 626 3 § 9¢6'¢ Teroeeees agm aaneyN
1$3UBUOS JO L3ATITU PUR JOOD
05 81 12 -+~ -payads jou danua ],
£ee 6¥F1 [T T AR SIUTHI YSB)
€1 o1 113 ° *$IUTUI} GETI~AICY]
$S¢ c61'1 P74 3 S SR s1LNLIY 2ITYS
s £0TvUa) JO WI0g
OFG L6 118°'129'8 122°016 22 980102 ¥ s30jpymq put puvj jo anep
({100 1} CHCTOFT mpste FHISRIE -*swuiv) 01 put) pasoxdury
£IeH P00 T16°66% [T N1 TS M 13 b AR TUetersuuyy up puey
9°I¢ 68 L6t 32 SRS 0R1 UL SWADS 11D f¢ ;U23 43 ]
9°¢f 8 &t Lo 30 L S SULIT) [jr)o 1udd J3J
101 019°1 [ 12230 S IS S ag1 U3 swanf fo LIQUINAT
900°1 [aage | «€0'v ces'y sTeUsmie) Jo IequInN
SLKVNAY 39 g31Vvy3Id0 SKREVI
19 £ AR 0% <t egyuMmuon 19710 pus 018N
16 L2l 14N 1ee serereiee s rang s wog-udieiod
¥S6 122°1 $HE'g 1 Terronrerroes Ta 9A1I8N
151900 JO £3AET PUB I0[0D
¥ 34 €I pusu] paify pug pauao jo Jupsiucd Suty
£0¢'1 f18's gl e sieersssestas s CING PUE] POOAO O BIISISTIOP STLITY
1digsianmo jo eaxdag
0120t 9 915°229'9% 190'SL1° L2 -~ --s3uypynq pus puv] JO enfEa
14268 108°21¢ 11028 ‘suizej oy pug pasoidurf
6E1°€21 112 °09% 228°9LF eeeecess e < SIIIC) O] PUET
2 0F o6t gogt e <~ poeT Uy PULIDS 11D fo TUPD 0]
96F 2788 028 Treseevssesreseseenriny -t e~sIILIv) [1€)0 3030 104
ar oe'r 089°Y “GiG1 Uy swdnf fe LU\
8151 AN 8L1'9 sroreseret SUWIRY JO I3QUWDN
SHINMO X€ QILVEIID SRUVIL
‘paIsio) YA ‘180l
‘31158 BN Jue)y
"ALVIg IR

(49T €161 SMBUSD JO nweang "§°0 3:680aN0E)
, ‘SHIINNCO LNAN ANV HILSYO MIN
ALIDINELE ANY BANNIL X€ ‘E0IYA HEVA NV SNAVA

016T

49 AIuVdL

195



mamxmm:tm.

20
1922: 106)

Total Kant. New Castis
r 10,140 2m

Fuwmber of tarms... 1920 10,538 3120 e

1000 9,687 2,088
FARNE OPVYRATYD WY OWNERS
of farms. . 1970 6,010 1,578 ns
Xxmber o ety L
Pl:mm:‘& acres. 451,478 134,612 2,857
land in fxyms., 1920 AT 203,219 94,107 2.
v.m«»;mm bmuhug; -dollazs. .| 30,640,497) 10,015,422 8,078,320
owning entire farm. Jmmber. . 8,688} 1,57
F! Mm:::‘ldldm hm; DIIDOE. :al 51 'g
Colar asnd Bativity of OWRSTH, 1330

Native whits owoers... . surnber. .. s,gll' x,g‘n Q"'
Nogro sud othar o “mamoee. 3381 127 | o

PARMS OFERATED BY MAXAGERS.

Kumber of faxms. 1920 144/ 2 )
1910 0 [
1000 emmmmcammasccse] 131 27 0

Land in fermos, 190, SCTER L, 4854 4,438 168

Improved land in farms, 1920 acTes. 16,5445 3,820 > 091

Valus of iand and buildings, 1920, .dollars.. éazm SIZTO0 | 1,048 967

YARME OPERATED BY TENANTS. { e

Humber of farms. 1920 3,908 1,311 %0
1910 4,838 L2 1,008
1900 *h_"“ 1,640 1,017

Per cant of ali farms, 1920, 31 45.0 6.0

Land in tarms, acres. 471,550¢ 178,090 12732

iand in arms. 1990. acres. 34,2291 128,539 102,978

Valus of land and buildings, 1920.. ~dollars. . 20,875,387y 11,608 518 | 11,258 530

oz of tenaney, 1990 i

Share tananss. oomber. . 3, 1337 m

Croppees. k- 43 35

Share-cash LDATES.. 1l 3 1

Cash taomass . ‘ﬂi » 84

Standiny renters. 2K, .. cenecccnnes 1

Unspeeifisd mi » pH
and DALIVILY of tanants, 13202

e ative white a8l o

i9 13

5044 158 I

196




although only at the geographic level of the county. 1In addition,
Bausman conducted his studies of New Castle and Kent counties’
farms and farmers in the middle 1930s.

In 1930, New Castle’s "rural-farm" population consisted of
almost 10,500 individuals, and Kent’s over 13,500 (Table 67).
Wilmington at this date, in contrast, housed more than 106,000
inhabitants. The proportions of the two counties’ native born,
foreign born, and African American agriculturalists varied. In New
castle, African Americans accounted for 8% of the farm population,
immigrants only another 5%. Nineteen percent of Kent’s "rural-
farm" population that year were African Americans, only 3.5%
immigrants. In both counties, families were prolific. Almost 40%
of New Castle’s "rural-farm" population were aged under 19; the
figure was 44% in Kent County. Both counties, however, also
contained a substantial population of unmarried male farm workers.
Two-thirds of the unmarried people over 20 in Kent’s farm
population were men, and in New Castle the proportion was almost
as high (64%).

By 1930, the two counties diverged in their patterns of
agricultural labor as well. In New Castle County, just over one-
third of the inhabitants engaged in agriculture owned or tenanted
farms (37%), while 60% earned their 1living from wage work on
others’ farms (Table 68). In Kent, more than one-half of the
agriculturalists owned or tenanted farms (54%), and a
correspondingly smaller proportion (45%) worked for wages.
Further, although women owned or tenanted farms in about equal
numbers in the two counties, female farm wageworkers were more than
three times as numerous in Kent County. Finally, while just over
one-quarter (26%) of the African American agriculturalists in Kent
County owned or tenanted farms, in New Castle 92% labored for wages
on others’ farms.

In the decade between 1920 and 1930, tenancy was on the
decline in both counties (39% in New Castle, 40% in Kent) (Table
69). Tenancy did not serve principally as a means for families to
establish their children on the family farm as a prelude to full
ownership upon the retirement or death of the parents. In both
counties, only just over one-tenth of the tenants were related to
the owner of the farm they rented. Moreover, as noted above,
wageworkers were an important source of farm 1labor in both
counties, and unpaid family workers composed small proportions of
the labor forces (Table 68). Sharecropping, which had been the
arrangement of choice in Kent County for several decades, was
replaced by a different, unspecified contractual relation between
1920 and 1930 (for 89% of the tenants). The same occurred in New
castle, although there almost one-third of the tenants continued
to rent for a fixed rate.
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TABLE 67
FARM POPULATION, NEW CASTLE AND KENT COUNTIES, 1930

[4 2 U.S. of ¢ 1932: 379)
[ TEx Kent New
SUBJECT i BrarE Castle
!
RURAL-FAEM
Sex, COLOR, ETC. )

Total rurai-farm populstion....cceea. 46,302 13,610 10,418
Male. 24,702 7,330 5, 661
Female. 21, 600 8§, 280 4,757

Native white.. 38,293 10, 538 9, 003
Native Parentage . cecenansosces! 36, 089 9,786 7.923
Foreign or mixed parentage.....| 2,204 732 1,080

Foreign-born white 1,248 473 558

Negro. 8,755 2, 599 851

Other races.. 6 6

o
CITIZENSHIP

Males £1 years oid and over. —— 18,992 4,028 8,388
NAUIVE WHIlE e v coccvnenanecevone 11, 415 3, 041 2,757
Foreign-born White. e eeeeacacaeai 632 240 283

L3TXTT ST LY —— 423 168 172
Negro 1,941 K 339

Femaies 21 years old and over....... 13,087 3,380 2,803
Native WhILe. « cccvvccnomcccncns] 10,012 2,591 2,356
Foreign-born white.aecevenecee-] 568 215 251

Naturalized 338 141 122
Negro 1,446 574 185
AGE, XTC.

Under 5 years. 4,114 1, 230 831
Under | year 788 238 170

5to 9 years. 5,048 1.533 1,078

10to 14 years 5,391 164 1,095

15 to 19 years 4,914 1,465 1,040

20to 24 years 3,444 977 878

25 to 29 years.. 2,618 754 653

30 to 34 years 2,668 =3 657

35 to 44 years 5,816 1,651 U6

45 to 54 vears. 5,363 1, 569 1,187

55 to 64 years. 3, 747 1,083 037

65 to 74 years_. 2,336 6683 518

75 years and OVer. ccaceccvmmsacmmcss 236 197

Total 10 years old and overe e eeoewe 37,140 10,751 8,509
Number illiterate. . eueucccceans 1,767 601 289
Per cent illiterate e eavacccanas 4.8 5.6 34

Males 15 years old and OVer . eeeeneo| 17,148 4,998 4,088
Singie. 5,9 1,784 1, 668
Married. 10. 130 2,888 2, 149

Females 15 years old and over....... 14,601 4,118 8,382
Siogle 3 424 928 o048
Married , 10,012 2,867 2,102
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FARY TENURE, WEW CASTLE AND KEWY COUNFIES, 1930
( G.8. of 1932: 119, 129)

e TR STATE Kant New Casthe
LAND OWNED AND RRNTED BY PART OWEKES, 1830
All 1and in farms operated by part owners. . . seres 38.374 9,187 4,490
White operators b......acres..| 35,643 8,97 4,490
Calored ODErators b ..aeres...| 2.731 208 |- covemennoneee
Owned and opersted by part ow ACTeS.. X~ 570 | 2. 081
Rented and d by part ownes 2Cres. 15,090 L4241 242
TENANRCY
Proportion of tenancy. et 30, per cent... s 40.4 3.8
1925 e cmewwn PET CEAL .| 5.8 40.8 4.2
1820 e e DET OEDE | R3 45.0 4.0
TEXANTS REXLATED T0 LAKDLOERD AND CASE RXNT PAID, 1530 |
All ~oamber.. 3,252 1 1,160 10
d to isndiord ITIDEE ... 444 135 38
Proportion of all POr CBNE....| 3 1.6 12.4
Casb sumber... 49 130 <]
Cash t 28 reisted to landlord DUIBDEE ... 113§ 14| 32
Proportion of all cash Dar cont.. xul 1081 134
Cash tenants reporting amount of rent pumber.... 491 ¢ 1304 -]
Raiated to iand} number... 70 14 | 2
. land in farms 4,638 || 8} 2,455
rsut par year, total _doliars..| 20, 880 ¥ 27831 14,327
Sverage rent per {arm... 208 1991 48
sverage rant Par acrs..d 4580 3341 584
Not raiated to landiord JNIMOEE ... 300 78 164
1and in {arms....acres... 2,592 5290 13,988
rent per year, total..doliars..| o714 13, 827 70, 668
AVErags rens per 207 178 428
aversge rent per acre..dollars._| 4.08 2581 508
Relationship not reported ~oumber... 112 40 | 41
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Of all farm operators, one-half owned their farms in both
counties in 1930 (Table 69). In contrast, however, only 38% of the
African American farm operators owned farms in Kent County. In New
castle, almost two-thirds of the African American farm operators
owned farms; however African American farm operators numbered a
mere 75 individuals. Thus there were more African American farm
owners in Kent County than owners, part owners, managers, and
tenants in New Castle County. African Americans controlled only
8% of Kent’s farm acreage through ownership, management, or
tenancy; in New Castle they owned or tenanted a mere 2% of the
farmland. Moreover, the farmland and buildings controlled by
African American farm operators in Kent County in 1930 were
appraised at less than 7% the value of those owned by European
American farm operators; in New Castle County the figure was less
than 1% (Table 70). Consideration of farm implements and machinery
ownership even further magnifies the marginal position of African
"Americans in agriculture in both counties. African American farm
operators in Kent owned only 4% of the county’s farm equipment by
value; in New Castle African Americans owned less than 1%. African
American tenant farmers in Kent, for example, owned $46,165 in farm
machinery and other implements; this compared to $759,887 for
European American tenants, and to $1,840 for African American
tenant farmers in New Castle County.

The 1930 census also reported the tenure of the different
types of farms: General, Cash-grain, Crop-specialty, Fruit, Truck,
Dairy, Animal-specialty, Poultry, Self-sufficing, and Abnormal
(principally Part-time) (Table 71). The proportions of owner-
operated and tenanted Poultry and Self-sufficing farms were similar
in New Castle and Kent counties, although Kent contained more than
twice the number of Poultry farms. Owners operated their own farms
in 80% of the cases in New Castle and in 82% of the cases in Kent;
in both counties 16% of the Poultry farms were tenanted. In both
counties, 78% of the Self-sufficing farms were owner-occupied, and
20% (Kent) to 22% (New Castle) tenanted. The proportions of owner-
operated and tenanted Dairy and General farms were also similar in
the two counties, but different than the pattern of occupancy for
Poultry and Self-sufficing farms. More than one-half of the Dairy
farms were operated by their owners (53% New Castle, 56% Kent), and
41% tenanted. Just about one-half of the General farms were also
owner-operated (48% New Castle, 50% Kent), and 46% tenanted.

Crop-specialty farms were not numerous in either county.
Their patterns of occupancy diverged nevertheless (Table 71).
Ninety-six percent of them were operated by their owners in New
Ccastle, compared to only 46% in Kent. Almost two-thirds of the 223
Fruit farms in Kent County and of the 8 Fruit farms in New Castle
were owner-operated; almost one-quarter of those in Kent were
tenanted, compared to half that proportion in New Castle. Farmers
worked their own Truck and Animal-specialty farms in between one-
half and two-thirds of the cases, and approximately one-third,
fewer in New Castle and more in Kent, were rented. Tenancy
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TABLE 71

FARM TENURER BY FARN TYPE, NEW CASTLE AND KENT COUNTIES, 1930
(Source: U.S. Bureau of Cansus 1932: 77)
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predominated only on the Cash-grain farms of the wheat belt in
southern New Castle and northern Kent counties. In New Castle,
three-quarters of the grain farms were rented to tenants, along
with more than two-thirds of those in Kent. Only approximately
one-quarter were owner-operated in either county.

In studying agriculture in New Castle and Kent counties in
the mid-1930s, Bausman did consider certain of the "social aspects
of land use" (Bausman 1941: 49). In particular, his interests lay
in the relationship between social factors and occupation of the
four classes of agricultural land he defined (Class I: poorest for
agriculture, mostly marsh and wooded; Class I1: open untillable or
marginally tillable land; Class III: crop land; Class 1V: best for
agriculture, intensively cropped) (Bausman 1941: 27-28; see also
1880-1940: Agricultural Production).

The first factor Bausman considered was farmers’ ages. In New
Castle, farmers on Class IV land were distributed evenly between
the ages of 30 and 69. One-third of the farmers on Class III land
were in their 50s; over 40% of those on Class II land were in their
40s; and almost one-half of those on the poorest land were over 60
years old. In Kent, over one-half of the farmers on the best land
were between 40 and 59; those on Class III land were mostly between
the ages of 40 and 69; almost one-half of those on the poorer land
were over 60 years old (Bausman 1940: 71; Bausman 1941: 50).
Family size also varied among farmers living on the different
classes of land, and between the counties. In New Castle, farming
families on the poorer lands averaged between 3 and 4 children,
while those on the better classes of land bore an average of one
less child. In Kent, family sizes were larger among farmers on the
most productive lands, averaging between 3 and 4 children per
family. Families living on the poorest lands were smallest, with
an average of about 3 children (Bausman 1940: 76; Bausman 1941:
55). The education these children received also depended on the
county and class of land on which they resided. In New Castle
County, about one-half of the children living on land classified
I-III left school by age 15, over 10% more than the percentage of
children from Class IV farms who left at the same ages. Most Kent
County children from farms on Class II land left school before age
16 (82% were no longer in school before they reached their 17th
birthday): in contrast, more than one-third of the children from
farms on better quality lands were still in school when they turned
17 (Bausman 1940: 77; Bausman 1941: 56). Farmers on more marginal
lands could not afford to lose the labor of their children any
longer than the law required and may not have placed as great a
value upon formal education as their more economically successful
neighbors.

The origins of the families farming lands of different quality
also differed. In New Castle, almost two-thirds of the farmers on
the best crop lands had been born in rural New Castle County, and
many presumably inherited the family farm (see also Bausman 1933).
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In contrast, almost one-third of the farmers on the poorest land
moved to New Castle from other states, and almost another one-
quarter had immigrated from outside the United States. The pattern
was even more exaggerated in Kent. There, almost three-quarters
of the farmers on the best land had been born in the county, while
almost one-half of those on the poorer lands had immigrated from
other states and almost one-quarter had immigrated from other
countries (Bausman 1940: 52; Bausman 1941: 72). By the mid-1930s,
and probably considerably earlier, opportunities for acquiring the
best agricultural lands and thus attaining a position among the
more successful farmers were virtually closed for African Americans
(as seen above), the foreign born, and to a lesser extent,
immigrants from outside the county. European American families had
entrenched themselves on the best land over the preceding
generations, and family continuity perpetuated the social relations
of agriculture.

By 1940, census takers reported that New Castle’s "rural-
farm" population contained about 9,550 individuals, and Kent’s
almost 13,000 (Table 72). The proportions of the two counties’
native born, foreign born, and African American agriculturalists
varied. In New Castle, African Americans accounted for 8.5% of the
farm population, immigrants only another 4.7%. Sixteen percent of
Kent’s "rural-farm" population that year were African Americans,
only 3.5% immigrants. In both counties, families were prolific.
Almost 40% of both counties’ "rural-farm" population were aged
under 19. In Kent, most of the farming population over 25 years
of age left school at the end of eighth grade. A fairly large
number completed one to three years of high school, however, yet
an even larger number left school before the fifth grade. The
situation was similar in New Castle County, except that more
farmers completed high school.

In New Castle County in 1940, Jjust over one-half of the
inhabitants engaged in agriculture owned or tenanted farms (55%
compared to 37% ten years earlier), while another one-third earned
their living working for wages on others’ farms (compared to 60%
in 1930) (Table 72). In Kent, close to two-thirds of the
agriculturalists owned or tenanted farms (62% compared to 54% a
decade earlier), and a correspondingly smaller proportion (one-
gquarter as opposed to 45% in 1930) worked as wage laborers.
Further, unlike 1930, when women owned or tenanted farms in about
equal numbers in the two counties, and female farm wageworkers were
more than three times as numerous in Kent County, in 1940 female
farm owners and tenants were three times more numerous in New
Castle County.

In the decade between 1930 and 1940, tenancy declined in both
counties, as it had in the preceding decade as well (to 35% in New
Castle, 39% in Kent) (Table 73). The 1940 census distinguished
four types of tenancy arrangements: Cash, Share-cash, Share tenants
and Croppers, and Other. Sharecropping, which had been the
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arrangement of choice in Kent County for several decades, was
replaced by a different, unspecified contractual relation between
1920 and 1930 (for 89% of the tenants). The same occurred in New
Castle, although there almost one-third of the tenants continued
to rent for a fixed rate. In 1940, however, according to the
census, share tenants and croppers once again predominated (thus
suggesting that the apparent transformation in the 1920s was in
fact a function of the census categories and not the reality of
changing relations of production among farm owners and tenants).
Almost three-quarters of Kent County’s tenant farmers that year
were classified as Share tenants and Croppers, along with over one-
half of those in New Castle County (Table 73).

Social and economic distinctions dividing New Castle and Kent
counties’ farm owners and tenants in 1940 are suggested by
differences in the values of the 1land, buildings, and farm
implements and machinery they owned and/or controlled (Table 73).
New Castle farmers owned farms valued ($16,474) an average of
almost four times those of Kent farm owners’ ($4,433). New
Castle’s tenant farmers worked farms averaging several thousand
dollars less in value ($12,208), yet still much higher than the
average value of an owner-operated farm in Kent County. In
contrast, Kent tenant farms were valued higher ($4,745 average
value) than the county’s owner-operated farms. The difference lay
in land values, as the farm buildings on Kent’s tenant farms were
valued lower ($2,379) than those on owner-operated farms ($2,497).
The buildings alone on New Castle’s tenant farms had a higher
average value ($5,279) than the land and buildings on Kent’s owner-
operated farms. Buildings on the northern county’s owner-operated
farms held higher values yet, an average of $8,985 per farm. This
significant difference in farm values between the two counties
extended also to the value of farm implements and machinery owned
by their farmers and farm tenants. New Castle tenant farmers owned
the most expensive farm equipment, valued at an average of $1,449
per farm. This figure is probably inflated by the high incidence
of tenancy on southern New Castle’s large wheat farms. Owner-
operators in New Castle owned equipment valued about $300 less than
tenant farmers. In Kent County, farm owners owned more valuable
equipment (average value $785) than tenants, but not by much
(average value for tenant farmers $736).

Farm owners and tenants were distinguished as well by their
need to supplement their incomes through work off the farm, and by
their average length of tenure on the farms they owned or rented
(Table 74). In both New Castle and Kent counties in 1939, about
one-quarter of the farm operators spent some of their time working
off of their farms. In both counties, interestingly, owners worked
more days off their farms than tenant farmers. The owners in New
Castle County had acquired their farms an average of 16 years prior
to the taking of the 1940 census, Kent farmers on average one year
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later. New Castle tenants, in contrast, had been on the farms they
were renting in 1940 on average only since 1934; in Kent, tenants
maintained somewhat more stable relationships with owners.

Agricultural organizations such as the Delaware State Grange
and other special interest organizations formed by its nembers
served important social and educational as well as econonic roles
in the lives of Delaware’s farmers in the late nineteenth and early
twentieth centuries. Historians of the Grange have documented its
functions and activities and those of affiliated organizations
between 1880 and 1940. one of the first "“off-shoots" of the
Grange, for example, the Delaware Fruit Exchange was chartered in
1883 and proved a "notable success." co-operative purchasing of
"supplies, food, even clothing" by Grange members also began early
in this period, and continued for many years (Passmore 1975: 29).
Moreover, the Grange served as a conduit of information exchange
on agricultural practices and innovations, domestic economy,
scientific developments, legislation, and markets and prices,
through the meetings of its Subordinates and its publications, "The
Delaware Farm and Home" (1885-1902) and later the "Diamond State
Granger" (Passmore 1975: 79-81). with the establishment of the
Juvenile Granges and the Boys and Girls Clubs, the forerunners of
4-H Clubs, Delaware’s farmers began to supplement their at-home
training and socialization of their children (Passmore 1975: 125)
into the "culture of agriculture."

staff of the U. S. Census Bureau and other scholars have
traced the outlines of the sociocultural context of agriculture in
New Castle and Kent counties between 1880 and 1940. Their work has
demonstrated the central roles of ethnicity, gender, land quality,
geographical locations, and status as farm owner, tenant, or
laborer in the lives of the counties’ farmers and in determining
the nature of the relationships among the several sociocultural
groups constituting the social order of agriculture. Land tenure,
ethnicity, and land quality have been explored in the greatest
depth, while there remains much to learn regarding the social
geography of agriculture (at a scale smaller than the county),
gender, the actual social and class relationships that existed
among farm owners, landlords, their tenants, and the laborers
working others’ farms. Even the research on these topics has not
been exhaustive, however; Amish and Jewish farmers moved into Kent
County during this period, for example, and their stories remain
to be told. Areas such as formal and informal agricultural
organizations, education, religion, family strategies, politics,
neighborhood and community, and the social relationships among the
agricultural producers and the urban and industrial consumers of
their produce also need attention.

Analysis of probate records, individual farm accounts, and
other personal and business papers, along with a program of oral
history research, would provide especially significant information.
As noted in the discussion of Agricultural Production and expanded
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on in the chapter on Goals, much potentially important information
remains in the private collections and in the memories of
Delaware’s farming families. An expanded program involving
Delawareans in studying and preserving their agricultural heritage
would have many benefits. Study of the publications and records
of the Delaware State Grange and its affiliated organizations would
also enrich our understanding of the many complex sociocultural
factors affecting and in turn influenced by agricultural production
and the agricultural economy. The manuscript and published records
of federal agencies, also outlined above in the discussion of
Agricultural Production, offer great promise for expanding the
sociocultural context of Delaware agriculture and farm life in the
late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. An especially rich
collection of federal records documents the effects of the
Depression on the nation’s farming families. Photographs in the
collections of the Historical Society of Delaware, the Delaware
State Archives, and the families of New Castle and Kent County
farmers, surviving farm buildings and landscapes, and the
collections of the Delaware Museum of Agriculture will assist in
developing further the social context of agriculture and its
material expressions.

As with study of agricultural production, information on the
histories of individual farms and their occupants is also required;
few archaeological studies of New Castle and Kent farms of this
period have focused on the sociocultural context of the families
(see Catts and Custer 1990; Coleman et al. 1984; Hoseth et al.
1990). Such archaeological studies, which take advantage of
available historical documentation, surviving material culture, and
the archaeological record, can reveal household demographics,
occupational structures, economic strategies, social positions,
community contexts and involvement, education, ethnic
identifications, religious affiliations, the roles of religious,
social, and economic ideologies in family 1life and decision~
making, and the uses and meanings of material culture in these
families’ lives.

Researchers at the University of Delaware Center for Historic
Architecture and Engineering and others have documented much of the
surviving agricultural architecture and landscape of this period,
but have not as yet proceeded far in the complex task ot unraveling
the many social and utilitarian functions and meanings of these
buildings and landscapes. Such syntheses and interpretations will
complement those resulting from archaeologists’ studies of the
"culture of agriculture" and its material expressions and
constraints.
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